Ha. Halttl B * Bautrioh, Assistant Archivist Kt. 12, Frederick, Md, 21701 

Rational Archivist 
Washington, D.C. 20406 

Dm x Ha. Doutrich, 

Sash of the two sentences in your latter stamp dated 12/10 and bars today is 
falsa. I deeply regret your compulsive need to conform to the worst of it to compete or 
survive in what has boon the worst of a nan's world. 

four latter roads, la fulli "This la In reply to your letter of Hoveaber 26, 1976, 
making certain requests add siting ths freedom of Inforaatiaa Aact (5 U.S.C. 952 an 
amended. Since your raquasta would asea to Involve tea ^ antral Intelligence Agency, wa 
have referred a copy of your letter to teat Agency for a direct reply." 

first of all X did not address you on 11/26. *ou do not indicate tela. X regret 
that you aloe indulge this need to abuse me when I an not wall and at ay age by requiring 
me to consult ay files whan X have made elsar for more than a year teat tela la some times 
difficult, sometimes impossible for as. X an without any staf and I do have filing of 
more than a year ago X have not been able to gat to. 

If it is not a deliberate lie oontrlved for ease anticipated future misuse it la at 
the very least a deliberate distortion to represent "the ashing of certain requests and 
fitting” FOELA. I did set "oite* fOXA. In the heading of that latter, "FOIA roqusat or appeal* 
invoked it. for those of yon determined not to Uto vi thing the law and for tee delays 
you contrive in denying m ay rights under the Act tee difference is angwaoua. 

Who ter or not there is a CIA "igvol v sa un t" ay raqaaat was of the Archivist, not 
either yon or tee CIA, although an ay latter indicates X had addressed it separately. 

X addressed the Archivist personally for aeaaoaa sat forte in ay latter. How it is a 
fact you neither question nor deay teat X ashed under tee Act, if X had not earlier aade 
tea raqaaat, for a record tea Archives has. If X had node this requaat earlier ay letter 
is explicit in being an appeal, .there la m seed aad ao right yen have of which X am 
aware to oontriva tela deliberate stalling by making no response and instead duplicating 
what X had already dona by "referring a oopy of” ay "letter to that Agkney for a direct 
reply." X want a reply from vpy. this la why X wrote von. Under tea law von are required 
to sales an appropriate response. *oa not tee CXA b a na na tea inheritor of the Warren fcfie- 
nlsaloa's records. *y request la far a Warren Cow dual on record. Whatever it may have 
required of you to gat whore you now are this amount of simple co mpr ehension certainly 
was prerequisite. 

As 1 understand tee Act whether or net X had made this request earlier end ay 
letter you are overdue in responding to was an appeal, Z do interpret year letter as a 
rejection and sa asking yon to forward this internally as ay appeal . B alsas yen deoidte 
to recognise that there la tela law, whether or not you and those to whau you are b eh ol den 
Ilka It, and to abide by it. In teat ovont you will comply with the request and sand ae 
the public information X hare requested, charging tee inflated zeroing cost to ay 
non-interest hearing account. 

There la no way of interpreting your letter as a "reply" to nine. One of tea many 
ill us trail one of this is ay reference to waiver under ths Act. Teu have neither responded 
to this nor disputed it. 

Ton have aade no olein to any exemption, as the Act requires. *ou have net denied 
possession of the public Information X sank. 

In short, as X sae it, you have raducad tela to Its si mp lest formulation « compliance 
oar non-coppli anco, without anv c laim to any exemption. 


Sincerely, 


Harold Veisberr 



